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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 



The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 2 and 4 recite the limitation "the failure" in line 1 of each claim. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For the purpose of examination the 
examiner interprets the failure to be the predetermined condition mentioned in claim 1. 

Claim 27 recites the limitation "the centerplane" in line 1. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For the purpose of examination the examiner 
interprets the system to further include a centerplane. 



The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. 
Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 
F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 
1970); and, In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) may be used to 
overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting ground 
provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly owned with this 
application. See 37 CFR 1.130(b). 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 
CFR 3.73(b). 

Claims 1-6, 8, 10, 12-16, and 23 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created 
doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-8, 11, 12, 15, 
16, 17, and 22 of copending Application No. 09/963,890, as originally filed, in view of Suzuki et 



Double Patenting 
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al., United States Patent Application Publication 2001/0056553 Al, filed June 21, 2001, 
hereinafter referenced as Suzuki. This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting 
rejection. 

As per claim 1 of instant application, claim 1 of the copending application discloses 
detecting a predetermined condition triggering a reconfiguration of the computing system and 
reconfiguring a signal path affected by the condition form a first mode to a second mode 
responsive to detecting the condition. Claim 1 of the copending application fails to disclose 
leaving the unaffected system domains configured in the first mode and operating the affected 
system domains in the second mode and the unaffected system domains in the first mode. 

Suzuki discloses leaving the unaffected system domains configured in the first mode (see 
paragraph 16, where only faulty paths are altered) and operating the affected system domains in 
the second mode and the unaffected system domains in the first mode (see paragraph 1 5, where 
failed paths are changed to a second mode and unaffected paths remain unaltered, or in a first 
mode). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the invention of Suzuki with the limitations disclosed in claim 1 of the copending 
application. 

This would have been obvious because, while the limitations of claim 1 of the copending 
application illustrate how a signal path, which is affected by a condition, is reconfigured, the 
copending application stops short of describing what happens to unaffected signal paths and 
what happens after the reconfiguration. Suzuki teaches of leaving an unaffected signal path 
domain in the first mode and operating it in that mode. It would have been obvious to do this to 
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allow for successful operation of domains that are not affected by the triggering condition. It 
would also have been obvious to operate the affected system domains in the second mode, as 
taught by Suzuki, because the reconfiguration is implemented to allow for this operation to 
occur. 

As per claim 2 of the instant application, claim 2 of the copending application discloses 
detecting the predetermined condition includes detecting a failure. Since the system is a system 
of interconnects, it is inherent that a failure would have included an interconnect failure. 

As per claim 3 of the instant application, claim 3 of the copending application discloses 
the computing system includes at least one system control board and wherein detecting the 
failure includes detecting the failure from the system control board. 

As per claim 4 of the instant application, claim 4 of the copending application discloses 
detecting the predetermined condition from one of the system domains, which include the 
affected system domain. 

As per claim 5 of the instant application, claim 5 of the copending application discloses 
including at least one system control board and the method further comprises notifying the 
system control board of the error from the affected system domain. 

As per claim 6 of the instant application, claim 6 of the copending application discloses 
detecting the failure during normal operation, which is the same as first mode operation. 

As per claim 8 of the instant application, claim 7 of the copending application discloses 
configuring an I/O switch, which is a first switch, defining a first end of the affected signal path 
from the first mode to the second mode. The switch is inherently in the affected domain because 
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it is part of the signal path being reconfigured and all domains in that path are affected. Claim 7 
of the copending application further discloses configuring a crossbar switch defining a second 
end of the affected signal path from the first mode to the second mode. 

As per claim 10 of the instant application, claims 1 1 and 12 of the copending application 
disclose operation in the first mode includes separating a plurality of information into two 
messages and transmitting the two messages in parallel, each on a respective half of the signal 
paths and operation in the second mode includes transmitting the two messages in series on a 
single half of the affected signal path. It is obvious from the rejection of claim 1 of the instant 
application, detailed above, that the unaffected system domains are in the first mode and the 
affected system domains are in the second mode. 

As per claim 12 of the instant application, claim 8 of the copending application discloses 
the defining of the system domains. 

As per claim 13 of the instant application, claim 15 of the copending application 
discloses dynamically reconfiguring the affected signal path includes dynamically reconfiguring 
the affected signal path from a normal mode into a degraded mode. 

As per claim 14 of the instant application, claim 16 of the copending application 
discloses dynamically reconfiguring the affected signal path includes dynamically reconfiguring 
the affected signal path from a degraded mode into a normal mode. 

As per claim 15 of instant application, claim 1 of the copending application discloses 
detecting a condition triggering a reconfiguration of the computing system and reconfiguring a 
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signal path affected by the condition form a first mode to a second mode responsive to detecting 
the condition. Claim 1 of the copending application fails to disclose operating the affected 
system domains in the second mode and the unaffected system domains in the first mode. 

Suzuki discloses leaving the unaffected system domains configured in the first mode (see 
paragraph 16, where only faulty paths are altered) and operating the affected system domains in 
the second mode and the unaffected system domains in the first mode (see paragraph 15, where 
failed paths are changed to a second mode and unaffected paths remain unaltered, or in a first 
mode). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the invention of Suzuki with the limitations disclosed in claim 1 of the copending 
application. 

This would have been obvious because, while the limitations of claim 1 of the copending 
application illustrate how a signal path, which is affected by a condition, is reconfigured, the 
copending application stops short of describing what happens to unaffected signal paths and 
what happens after the reconfiguration. Suzuki teaches of operating an unaffected signal path 
domain in the first mode. It would have been obvious to do this to allow for successful operation 
of domains that are not affected by the triggering condition. It would also have been obvious to 
operate the affected system domains in the second mode, as taught by Suzuki, because the 
reconfiguration is implemented to allow for this operation to occur. 

As per claim 16 of instant application, claim 1 of the copending application discloses 
detecting a condition triggering a reconfiguration of the computing system and reconfiguring a 
signal path affected by the condition form a first mode to a second mode responsive to detecting 
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the condition. Claim 1 of the copending application fails to disclose operating the affected 
system domains in the second mode and the unaffected system domains in the first mode. 

Suzuki discloses leaving the unaffected system domains configured in the first mode (see 
paragraph 16, where only faulty paths are altered) and operating the affected system domains in 
the second mode and the unaffected system domains in the first mode (see paragraph 15, where 
failed paths are changed to a second mode and unaffected paths remain unaltered, or in a first 
mode). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the invention of Suzuki with the limitations disclosed in claim 1 of the copending 
application. 

This would have been obvious because, while the limitations of claim 1 of the copending 
application illustrate how a signal path, which is affected by a condition, is reconfigured, the 
copending application stops short of describing what happens to unaffected signal paths and 
what happens after the reconfiguration. Suzuki teaches of operating an unaffected signal path 
domain in the first mode. It would have been obvious to do this to allow for successful operation 
of domains that are not affected by the triggering condition. It would also have been obvious to 
operate the affected system domains in the second mode, as taught by Suzuki, because the 
reconfiguration is implemented to allow for this operation to occur. 

As per claim 23 of the instant application, claims 1 7 and 22 of the copending application 
disclose a plurality of system domains, a plurality of signal paths, which are among the system 
domains because the system domains include signal paths, and a system controller capable of 
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detecting a condition triggering a reconfiguration and dynamically reconfiguring at least one 
signal path affected by the condition from a first mode to a second mode. 



Claim Objections 

Claim 1 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 5 it states "the 
affected system domains in the first mode", however it is obvious from the other limitations and 
claims that this should state "the affected system domains in the second mode", and this is how it 
will be interpreted for the purpose of examination. Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-9, 12, 13, 15-18, 21, 23, 24, 27, 29, and 32-35 rejected under 35 US.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Suzuki et al., United States Patent Application Publication 2001/0056553 
Al, filed June 21, 2001, hereinafter referenced as Suzuki. 

As per claim 1, Suzuki discloses a method for reconfiguring a signal path in a computing 
system including a plurality of system domains (a domain is interpreted as being functionally 
equivalent to the path, from initiating node to the outgoing line, through the system of Suzuki). 
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Suzuki further discloses detecting a predetermined condition triggering a reconfiguration of the 
computing system (see paragraph 15, where the predetermined condition is a failure). Suzuki 
discloses reconfiguring a signal path affected by the condition from a first mode to a second 
mode responsive to detecting the condition (see paragraph 16, where the routing table 
reconfigures a signal path). Suzuki discloses leaving the unaffected system domains configured 
in the first mode (see paragraph 16, where only faulty paths are altered) and operating the 
affected system domains in the second mode and the unaffected system domains in the first 
mode (see paragraph 15, where failed paths are changed to a second mode and unaffected paths 
remain unaltered, or in a first mode) 

As per claim 2, Suzuki discloses detecting the predetermined condition includes detecting 
an interconnect failure (see paragraph 15, which describes detecting a failure in the 
interconnected path). 

As per claim 3, Suzuki discloses the computing system includes at least one system 
control board and wherein detecting the failure includes detecting the failure from the system 
control board (see paragraph 16, where processor acts as system control board to receive 
notification from fault monitor). 

As per claim 4, Suzuki discloses detecting the failure includes detecting the failure from 
the affected system domain (see paragraph 15, where the fault monitor will notify of failures in 
an affected system domain). 

As per claim 5, Suzuki discloses the computing system includes at least one system 
control board and the method further comprises notifying the system control board of the error 
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from the affected system domain (see paragraph 16, where the processor acts as system control 
board to receive notification from monitor of an affected system). 

As per claim 6, Suzuki discloses detecting the failure includes detecting the failure during 
first operations (see paragraph 17, where the constant monitoring would include detecting failure 
during first operation). 

As per claim 7, Suzuki discloses detecting the failure includes detecting the failure upon 
reset (see paragraph 17, where the constant monitoring would include detecting failure upon 
reset). 

As per claim 8, Suzuki discloses configuring a first switch in a first affected domain 
defining a first end of the affected signal path from the first to the second mode and configuring 
a crossbar switch defining a second end for the affected signal path from the first mode to the 
second mode (see paragraph 17, where the corrected routing of the switch is functionally 
equivalent to configuring a first and second end. The first switch corresponding to the input of 
the self routing switch and the crossbar switch corresponding to the self routing switch, which is 
functionally equivalent to a crossbar switch of this claim). 

As per claim 9, Suzuki discloses the computing system includes a system control board 
and configuring the affected system domains includes configuring the system domains from the 
system control board (see paragraph 16, where each processor acts as control board to configure 
the relevant affected system domain). 

As per claim 12, Suzuki discloses defining the system domains (see paragraph 13, where 
routing table defines composition of system domains). 
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As per claim 13, Suzuki discloses dynamically reconfiguring a signal path affected by the 
condition from a first mode to a second mode includes dynamically reconfiguring the signal path 
affected condition from a normal mode to a degraded mode (see paragraph 16, where 
transferring on alternative path is degraded from transmitting on originally expected path, the 
path before failure). 

As per claim 15, Suzuki discloses a method for reconfiguring a signal path in a 
computing system including a plurality of system domains consisting essentially of the following 
elements. Suzuki discloses detecting a condition triggering a reconfiguration of the computing 
system (see paragraph 15). Suzuki also discloses reconfiguring a signal path affected by the 
condition from a first mode to a second mode responsive to detecting the condition (see 
paragraph 16). Suzuki further discloses operating the affected system domains in the second 
mode and the unaffected system domains in the first mode (see paragraph 15, where failed paths 
are changed to a second mode and unaffected paths remain unaltered, or in a first mode). 

As per claim 16, Suzuki discloses a method for reconfiguring a signal path in a 
computing system including a plurality of system domains comprising the following elements. 
Suzuki discloses detecting a condition triggering a reconfiguration of the computing system (see 
paragraph 1 5). Suzuki also discloses reconfiguring a signal path affected by the condition from a 
first mode to a second mode responsive to detecting the condition (see paragraph 16). Suzuki 
further discloses operating the affected system domains in the second mode and the unaffected 
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system domains in the first mode (see paragraph 15, where failed paths are changed to a second 
mode and unaffected paths remain unaltered, or in a first mode). 

As per claim 17, Suzuki discloses a computing system including a centerplane 
interconnecting the system domains (see paragraph 11, where the centerplane corresponds 
functionally to the self routing switch and interfaces). Suzuki further discloses a system 
controller capable of detecting a condition triggering a reconfiguration and reconfiguring a signal 
path affected by the condition from a first mode to a second mode (see paragraph 16, where the 
processors act as system controller to change mode of operation in event of triggering condition, 
in this case a fault). 

As per claim 18, Suzuki discloses the system domains are dynamically configured (see 
paragraph 16, where domains configured dynamically by changes to the routing table). 

As per claim 21, Suzuki discloses the centerplane comprises a plurality of crossbar 
switches interconnecting the system domains (see paragraph 15, where interfaces are 
functionally equivalent to crossbar switches in their use in the distribution of cells). 

As per claim 23, Suzuki discloses a computing system including a plurality of system 
domains (see paragraph 1 1, where a domain is interpreted as being functionally equivalent to the 
path through system, from initiating node to the outgoing line, the system described has several 
of these domains). Suzuki further discloses a plurality of signal paths among the system domains 
(see paragraph 11, where the switch and interfaces of figure 1 correspond to plurality of signal 
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paths). Suzuki further discloses a system controller capable of condition triggering a 
reconfiguration and dynamically reconfiguring a signal path affected by the condition from a 
first mode to a second mode (see paragraph 16, where the processor is the system controller that 
dynamically reconfigures signal path). 

As per claim 24, Suzuki discloses the system domains are dynamically configured (see 
paragraph 16, where the domains are configured dynamically by changes to the routing table). 

As per claim 27, Suzuki discloses the centerplane comprises a plurality of crossbar 
switches interconnecting the system domains (see paragraph 15, where the interfaces are 
functionally equivalent to crossbar switches in their use in the distribution of cells). 

As per claim 29, Suzuki discloses the plurality of signal paths includes: a plurality of data 
signal paths; a plurality of address signal paths; and a plurality of response signal paths (see 
paragraphs 12 and 14, which disclose data and address information passed through the paths, and 
paragraph 16, which discloses paths for response signals, in the form of results from the fault 
monitor). 

As per claim 32, Suzuki discloses each signal path terminates at a first end in a first one 
of the system domains, routes through a crossbar switch, and terminates at a second end in a 
second one of the system domains (see paragraph 16, where, in the event of failure, the 
destination changes so a path that began in one domain can be diverted by the routing table to 
terminate at a second system domain). 
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As per claim 33, Suzuki discloses the system domains and the signal paths are 
configurable by configuring the first end, the second end, and the crossbar switch (see paragraph 
16, where the altering of the routing table configures the second end and the switch, and the 
initiation of the message configures the first end, all to define the system domain). 

As per claim 34, Suzuki discloses a computing system including a system controller (see 
paragraph 16, where the processor acts as system controller). Suzuki further discloses a plurality 
of system domains (see paragraph 11, where a domain is interpreted as being functionally 
equivalent to the path through system, from initiating node to the outgoing line, the system 
described has several potential of these domains). Suzuki also discloses at least one crossbar 
switch interconnecting the system domains (see paragraph 15, where the interfaces are 
functionally equivalent to crossbar switches in their use in the distribution of cells). Suzuki 
further discloses a plurality of signal paths, each signal path terminating at a first end in a first 
one of the system domains, routing through the crossbar switch, and terminating at a second end 
in a second one of the system domains (see paragraph 16, where, in the event of failure, the 
destination changes so a path that began in one domain can be diverted by the routing table to 
terminate at a second system domain). Suzuki also discloses a console connection over which 
the system controller can, responsive to a condition triggering a reconfiguration, reconfigure a 
plurality of the system domains affected by the condition and the crossbar switch to operate the 
affected signal paths in a first mode while the signal paths domains unaffected by the failure 
operate in a second mode (see paragraph 16, where the routing table is the console connection 
used by processor in response to a trigger, or failure, to reconfigure the interaction of the system 
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domains to change faulty paths to a first mode and leave all unaffected paths the same, operating 
in a second mode). 

As per claim 35, Suzuki discloses a computing system including a plurality of system 
boards from which a plurality of system domains can be defined (see paragraph 11, which shows 
the interface system boards that are used to define the many domains, paths through the system 
from an initiating node to the outgoing line, of the system). Suzuki further discloses a 
centerplane including at least one crossbar switch interconnecting the system domains to provide 
a plurality of signal paths among the system boards (see paragraphs 14 and 15, where the switch 
and the interfaces are functionally equivalent to the centerplane, the interface is functionally 
equivalent to a crossbar switch in its use in the distribution of cells among the system boards). 
Suzuki also discloses a system control board hosting a system controller capable of defining the 
system domains, configuring the system domains and the crossbar switch to operate the signal 
paths in a first mode, and, responsive to a condition triggering a reconfiguration, reconfiguring 
the affected system domains and the crossbar switch to operate the affected signal paths in a 
second mode while the unaffected signals paths operate in the first mode (see paragraph 16, 
where the processor is the system control board that defines the system domains through use of 
the routing tables, these tables configure the switch and interfaces to operate in a second mode 
when a fault condition triggers a reconfiguration, the tables also maintain all unaffected signal 
paths operating in the first, non-faulty mode when no faults are detected). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 



obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 



(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



Claims 14, 19, 20, 25, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Suzuki. 

As per claim 14, Suzuki discloses reconfiguring a signal path affected by a fault 
condition from a second mode to a first mode, where the second mode is a normal mode and the 
first mode is a degraded mode (see paragraph 15, where the degraded mode is the alternate path, 
which differs from the original intended destination). Suzuki fails to disclose transferring back 
from this degraded mode to a normal mode when a condition is detected. 

Official notice is taken that it is well known in the art to return operation from a degraded 
operating mode back into a normal operating when a condition of no fault is detected. A well- 
known, illustrative example of returning from a degraded operating mode back into a normal 
operating mode is the boot operation of a standard personal computer. This boot operation is in a 
degraded mode if it must bypass a faulty hard drive and boot from a disk, when a fault is no 
longer detected in the hard drive of the example system, the boot operation returns to the normal 
mode of loading from a hard drive. This simplistic example illustrates that one of ordinary skill 
in the art relating to computer systems would have been motivated to return to a normal 
operating mode when a degraded operating mode is no longer necessary. The concept of 
returning to a normal operating mode from a degraded mode is well known in the art and applies 
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to various aspects of computer systems, such as a network switching system, when there is an 
obvious benefit to be gained. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to return the invention of Suzuki to a 
normal operating mode in the event that a fault is no longer detected in the original path. 

This would have been obvious because it is well known in the computer arts that 
operation in normal mode is preferred to operation in degraded mode. Since the invention of 
Suzuki must change the destination address of incoming packets when operating in degraded 
mode as a result of a card fault (see paragraphs 13-16), it would be beneficial to return to a 
normal operating mode, in which the added step of changing the address is unnecessary. The 
invention of Suzuki would have obviously benefited by returning to normal operating mode from 
a degraded mode in the event of a fault no longer existing. 

As per claim 19, Suzuki discloses incoming transmission lines connected to system node, 
which are interpreted to be a part of the system domain (see paragraph 11). Suzuki fails to 
disclose these nodes including a system board, an expansion board, and an I/O board. 

Official notice is taken that a system node could be a standard personal computer 
connected to a network. Standard personal computers are well known in the art to include a 
system board, or processor, an expansion board, such as that commonly used for memory 
modules, and an I/O board, or motherboard with peripheral slots. It is also well known in the art 
to have a standard personal computers connected to switching networks, such as that described 
by Suzuki in paragraph 1 1, to provide the benefit of user access to the network. 



i 
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It would have been obvious to have a system board, an expansion board, and an I/O board 
in the system node of Suzuki. 

This would have been obvious because these aspects would be included in a standard 
personal computer system that would provide the added value of a node that allows user access 
to the network. 

As per claim 20, Suzuki obviously discloses the system board, expansion board, and I/O 
board comprise a system board set, where the node represents the system board set. 

As per claim 25, Suzuki discloses incoming transmission lines connected to system node, 
which are interpreted to be a part of the system domain (see paragraph 11). Suzuki fails to 
disclose these nodes including a system board, an expansion board, and an I/O board. 

Official notice is taken that a system node could be a standard personal computer 
connected to a network. Standard personal computers are well known in the art to include a 
system board, or processor, an expansion board, such as that commonly used for memory 
modules, and an I/O board, or motherboard with peripheral slots. It is also well known in the art 
to have a standard personal computers connected to switching networks, such as that described 
by Suzuki in paragraph 1 1, to provide the benefit of user access to the network. 

It would have been obvious to have a system board, an expansion board, and an I/O board 
in the system node of Suzuki. 

This would have been obvious because these aspects would be included in a standard 
personal computer system that would provide the added value of a node that allows user access 
to the network. 
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As per claim 26, Suzuki obviously discloses the system board, expansion board, and I/O 
board comprise a system board set, where the node represents the system board set. 



Claims 22, 28, 30, and 31 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

Claim 1 1 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims, as well as overcoming the objection for minor informalities mentioned 
above. 



The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure is provided on form PTO-892. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joshua A Lohn whose telephone number is (703) 305-3 188. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-4. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Beausoleil can be reached on (703) 305-9713. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 



Allowable Subject Matter 



Conclusion 



• * 

Application/Control Number: 09/963,891 Page 20 

Art Unit: 21 14 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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